Abstract: This essay discusses some current challenges in academic publishing and interdisciplinarity, including interdisciplinary publishing, by referring to some recent experiences in the Finnish academic community. In particular, the recent "Publication Forum" exercise, organized in Finland by the Finnish Federation of Learned Societies, is briefly analyzed. Journal rankings play important roles but may also be used in problematic ways. Interdisciplinary research programs and institutes also need to consider their own challenges in contemporary academia.
Writing and publishing are, arguably, the most important things academics do-for the obvious reason that the results of science and scholarship must be made public in order for them to be subordinated to critical discussion. It is only through such discussion that any results of research can claim the status of academic knowledge. Furthermore, it is generally agreed that university teaching ought to be based on original research. Publishing thus lies at the center of all academic activities-research, education, and societal interaction. Without reliable practices of academic publishing, the entire system of science and scholarship, as we know it, would collapse.
In this brief paper, I will explore some challenges-based on my own experience in the Finnish academic community, in particular-that academic publishing is facing today and may even to a greater degree face tomorrow. In particular, I will discuss journal and publisher rankings, as well as the ways in which the increasingly important value of interdisciplinarity is related to the challenges that publishing practices have to face. My observations might be generalizable to different academic contexts, but I do not want to claim that they would be automatically equally relevant everywhere. It is highly important to realize that there are considerable differences between national, more generally cultural, as well as disciplinary contexts in academic practices, publishing included. Recognizing such differences and the ways in which they may legitimately lead to different publishing profiles is a major challenge in an academic world in which internationality and interdisciplinarity are-also legitimately, of course-among the core values.
It should also be noted that my observations are primarily intended to scholars working within the humanities and social sciences.
1 I am not presupposing any essentialist dichotomy between different disciplines (how could I, as a scholar committed to promoting interdisciplinarity?), but I am certainly not willing to tell people within disciplines very far from my own what they should do or how they should understand the nature of their research activities.
Ranking academic publication channels: the Finnish experience
Over the past years, increasing attention has been paid to evaluating the channels through which we academics publish our research. For an individual scholar, the most important criterion in choosing a potential publication channel-for example, a journal, a book series, or a publishing house-is presumably the hope to reach the relevant audience. However, other criteria are also recognized when publication channels are compared and ranked, as in the recent national Publication Forum project organized by the Federation of Finnish Learned Societies (for details, also in English, see www.tsv.fi/julkaisufoorumi). Analogous national projects had previously been completed at least in Australia, Denmark, and Norway, and their results were utilized in the Finnish ranking. The European Reference Index for the Humanities (ERIH) prepared by the European Science Foundation was also part of the background information of the project. Largely in order to enable the Finnish Ministry of Education and Culture to allocate public funding-tax payers' money-Finnish universities not only on the basis of the results of education (such as the numbers of doctoral and master's degrees produced annually) but also on the basis of the quality of research, publication channels used in different academic fields were ranked into three categories. Accordingly, the primary motivation for the entire project came from the need to emphasize the quality of research more than previously. A "quality factor" had to be built into the funding allocation model used by the Ministry of Education and Culture.
The result is a three-category ranking. The basic level 1, according to the instructions of the project, "comprises the most important domestic and foreign publication channels in the various disciplines" meeting fundamental quality control criteria such as peer review. The more demanding level 2 "covers the leading scientific publication channels […] with the researchers from various countries publishing their best research outcomes". Finally, the highest level 3 is intended for publication channels that comprehensively cover a certain discipline or area and are most highly regarded by the relevant international research communities. As a rule, 20% of the total number of publication channels can reach level 2, while level 3 is intended for the top 5%. In addition to journals, book publishers were also included in the ranking; however, for publishers there were just two levels instead of three.
For the 23 disciplinary panels with expert members representing different Finnish universities, at least in principle covering all academic fields, it was a highly demanding task to classify the thousands of journals included in the initial lists prepared by the secretariat of the project, based on the previous rankings in different countries, as well as Scopus and Web of Science classifications. Finally, the total number of 19,481 journals or series and 1,210 academic publishers were included in the official first Publication Forum classification, completed in fall 2011. The rankings were made public at the website of the project (see above), and starting in 2015, the Ministry of Education and Culture will use this information as a factor in its funding allocation model. Hence, the results of the classification-the hard work done by the panel members representing the Finnish academic community-will have a genuine effect on how Finnish universities in the future receive public funding.
I should note that I am speaking as an "insider" here: I had the pleasure of chairing Panel 20, "Philosophy and Theology", which was responsible for the ranking of as many as 1,272 philosophical and theological journals and series into the three categories described above. The work of the panel will continue-partly with new members-in 2014-16, because the classifications will be regularly updated; a journal may, for instance, "climb up" in the ranking, and new journals are established all the time and must therefore be added to the list. Generally, new journals start from level 1; only later, as they become better established and widely recognized, can they receive higher rankings. Some of the highest-ranked journalssuch as, in philosophy, Mind or The Journal of Philosophy-have existed for decades or even for a century or longer (though this does not mean that only old journals can get high rankings).
I must admit I was not only positively inspired by the project when we started. Most of the panelists in my group, myself included, were fully aware of the profound problems our project could face. At the same time, I felt that something indeed had to be done; clearly, something similar would have been done in any case, if not by my fellow panelists and me, then by someone else. I do believe that it is important, not the least for the purpose of allocating public funding to universities and other research institutions, to develop tools that can "measure" the publishing activities of researchers affiliated with such institutions-in Finland and other countries-in terms of the quality of publications. (Who could seriously deny that?) For this simple reason, something like the Publication Forum was needed. Yet, its results can be used in problematic ways, and as in many projects with a good purpose, things could (though of course they need not) go seriously wrong. Therefore, it is worth emphasizing how the rankings we produced, and will continue to revise and update, should not be used.
Before the results of the classifications were made public, as many as sixty Finnish learned societies wrote an open letter to the Publication Forum project, arguing, among other things, that the rankings discouraged publishing in the two national languages of our country, Finnish and Swedish. This reaction was understandable, because it was based on a serious worry typical of small language communities: if we academics do not maintain "small" national languages as academic languages, then no one will, and such languages will then be impoverished and may not in the end be used for research and higher education at all.
The Publication Forum was modified in response to this challenge: some leading national publication channels using Finnish and/or Swedish, especially in the humanities and social sciences, were ranked on level 2 instead of level 1. This also had counterintuitive results. For instance, in my own field (philosophy) the international series published by the Philosophical Society of Finland, Acta Philosophica Fennica-a relatively respected and widely recognized series in which articles not only by top Finnish philosophers like Georg Henrik von Wright and Jaakko Hintikka but also by such legendary figures as Saul Kripke and Richard Rorty have appeared-got the basic ranking 1, while the leading Finnish/Swedish periodical in the field, Ajatus (Yearbook of the Philosophical Society of Finland), was ranked on level 2. I have full confidence in the academic quality of Ajatus (indeed, I am its former Editor-in-Chief), but it is difficult for me to believe that it could be of higher quality than its international companion, the Acta series.
3 Partly in the interest of avoiding such counterintuitive results, the "rules" of the game were again modified in 2013. In the second round of the rankings, to be worked on in 2014, only such national publication channels in which it is well motivated to publish top-quality research results-e.g., because of their national themes, such as Finnish history or literature-should be ranked on level 2.
Even so, as a result of the compromise solution, some Finnish publication channels actually received higher rankings than perhaps originally intended. Initially, one of the motivations of the entire project was to encourage Finnish scholars to publish more of their work in leading international journals and series. Now, this is not in fact reflected by the rankings finally arrived at (but, as remarked above, the project is going on, and further changes to the rankings will presumably be introduced, as the new panels start their work in 2014).
The final rankings in 2011 were, then, a matter of several compromises, some of which were easy, some more difficult to make. The lines distinguishing the levels were inevitably somewhat arbitrary. Another compromise was that the leading Finnish academic book publishers (which are doing excellent work-there is no doubt about that) were ranked as high (among the best 10%) in the classification of book publishers as Oxford University Press, Cambridge University Press, and other world-leading presses. At the moment, then, national languages clearly are not an issue. On the contrary, some publication channels using Finnish instead of English or other world languages got higher rankings than they might have deserved in terms of mere academic quality.
Some worries
One of the undeniable merits of the Finnish Publication Forum as a whole is that the rankings are based on expert reviews by carefully selected panelists representing all academic fields. Academic quality cannot simply be based on citations, impact factors, or other quantitative indicators, and this was clearly perceived by those participating in the project. A journal can be ranked among the best in its field only if a group of specialists agrees that it deserves such a ranking. Of course there are significant differences between the disciplines, which were never denied in the project (and which is why the panels were organized in a disciplinary fashion). In the natural and biomedical sciences, for instance, it may be much more straightforward to link citations and impact factors with the quality of research than it can ever be in the humanities.
On the other hand, one of the serious threats of misuse of the Publication Forum ranking is that it may be tempting for, e.g., university administrators and search committees to use it at the level of individual scholars as a new pseudo-quantitative indicator of quality. An individual can easily calculate, for instance, the average "Publication Forum value" of her/ his publications. It was more than slightly alarming that such information was-before the legitimate protests-planned to be included in a new national "model" of the structure of a researcher's cv proposed in fall 2012 (although this was then fortunately changed). According to the "user instructions" of the Publication Forum (see again www.tsv.fi), the classification is "suited for" evaluating "large publication quantities, such as the entire production of universities or research institutes", rather than individual researchers, and for "comparisons between publications in the same discipline", instead of interdisciplinary comparisons. The classification is a discipline-dependent quality indicator only predicting "the average quality and impact of large publication volumes". Accordingly, the rankings cannot be used to argue that publications in, say, medicine are "better" than publications in, say, philosophy. They cannot even be used to argue that publications by philosopher X are "better" than publications by philosopher Y. But they could, in principle, be used to argue that university X is producing, on average, "better" research than university Y, or that field or discipline A at university X is producing, on average, "better" research than field or discipline A at university Y.
It ought to be understood that an individual scholar may have any number of reasons to place her/his new article in a level-1-ranked journal instead of a "higher-ranked" one. Although the journals on levels 2 and 3 may be more widely respected and have a greater impact in the field, an individual, depending on her/his topic and scholarly approach, may get an exactly right audience by publishing in a journal on level 1. 4 From the perspective of university funding, researchers should of course be encouraged to publish more on levels 2 and 3. This, however, should not restrict the individual scholar's academic freedom to autonomously determine the best publication channel for her/his own work. Promoting such freedom is, I believe, beneficial for research in the long run. Furthermore, when recruiting professors and other faculty, search committees should still use genuine peer review by appointing experts to evaluate the candidates' work, instead of comparing the classifications of the journals they have published in. The "user instructions" are explicit here: "Under no circumstances can the classification substitute the peer evaluation based on the contents of the publication in the evaluations of individual researchers or research groups."
Moreover, many academics in the humanities and social sciences are legitimately worried about the future of the monograph as a form of academic publishing. It is important to have book publishers-not only journals-included in the Publication Forum rankings, but it is still unclear, for instance, how the relative "weight" of a journal article (possibly in a highranked journal) and a comprehensive monograph (published, for instance, with a national press) should be compared. In my own somewhat traditionalist view, the single-authored monograph should obviously maintain its crucial value as a critical synthesis of an individual scholar's research and perspective on a focused topic; other ways of publishing simply cannot replace the monograph.
Consider, by way of comparison, the Aristotelian account of the good life (or happiness, eudaimonia): it is a combination of a number of different elements, such as, e.g., the satisfaction of basic needs such as food and shelter, health and material resources (to some reasonable degree), social status and relations, family and friends, and so forth. If some of these is missing-if, for instance, a person is otherwise "well" but does not have any friendsthe elements of good life that are well satisfied in that person's life cannot compensate for the lack of the missing element (in this case, friends). Similarly, the multitude of academic publication channels ought to be celebrated, but not at the cost of sacrificing one of the most highly regarded traditional ways of publishing, that is, the monograph. The other ways of publishing cannot take its place without significantly impoverishing academic research.
It is, then, part of academic freedom-which should be maintained as a core value at any university, independently of different national and (inter)disciplinary contexts-to respect the publishing practices of different individuals and research fields. A junior scholar growing into academic maturity can be expected to produce an international monograph in order to fully enter her/his academic field; however, in special areas (e.g., within such sub-fields of philosophy as logic and philosophy of science), it is much more common nowadays to publish journal articles, and even leading researchers may not publish monographs. Many have worried that natural-scientific habits of research and publishing spread into the humanities and that advanced bibliometrics will have devastating effects on publishing in our fields. Such worries are understandable; it is, however, up to us ourselves as scholars, colleagues, and reviewers to determine whether the future of academic publishing will be a nightmare or will encourage genuine plurality and freedom. Utilizing all relevant information, such as the Publication Forum classifications (rightly understood), we should continue to read and critically evaluate what is actually said in those publications, however their channels are ranked. Otherwise we replace academic inquiry by uncreative indicator calculation.
Interdisciplinarity
As was mentioned above, the Publication Forum rankings constitute a disciplinedependent measure of the average quality of large masses of publications. They are, therefore, not well suited for interdisciplinary comparisons. I will conclude by offering some brief remarks on interdisciplinarity as an academic value that needs to be maintained even though its importance cannot be "measured" by this or any other quantitative indicator. My comments are based on my experience (during a five-year term, 2009-2014) as the Director of the Helsinki Collegium for Advanced Studies, an interdisciplinary research institute within the University of Helsinki. community or an entire research institution. At the Helsinki Collegium for Advanced Studies, as in most other institutes for advanced study, 6 interdisciplinarity plays an important role as one criterion in the evaluation of the applications for fellowships submitted within the annual call for applications: it is expected that a successful fellow candidate explains in her/his research proposal the "interdisciplinary potential" of the planned research. What this requirement concretely means obviously requires further discussion, both generally and in individual cases. Interdisciplinarity is both a value driving the activities of an institute such as the Helsinki Collegium (as well as many of its "sister institutes" in Europe and worldwide) and a challenge to be continuously faced.
In addition to supporting interdisciplinary cooperation in research and the opening of the researchers' interdisciplinary "potentials" toward possibly unexpected directions, we need to repeatedly reflect on the concept of interdisciplinarity itself, seeking to not only formally define or characterize it but also to examine its different forms and manifestations in real academic life. We also need to pay attention to the both virtual and quite concretely physical "spaces" within which unexpected interdisciplinary encounters become possible. An interdisciplinary community of inquirers should, moreover, reflexively consider and reconsider what interdisciplinarity means for its activities, and what it means for that community to aim at such an academic virtue (insofar as it indeed is regarded as a virtue) as one of its constitutive principles.
There is a lot of loose talk about interdisciplinarity around us in the academia today; this is a word that is frequently used, without much detailed or in-depth reflection, in various research program calls and strategies, for instance, national as well as international. In addition to-or even instead of-such abstract references to interdisciplinarity, what is truly needed is systematic philosophical and methodological reflection conscious of its historical background and development. The Helsinki Collegium for Advanced Studies is one of those institutions that encourage their fellows to engage in such meta-level reflection, in addition to actually pursuing interdisciplinarity in practice. 7 Whether, and in which ways exactly, an interdisciplinary research environment is genuinely useful for individual scholars probably varies from one case to another. Different scholars may value different aspects of the kind of interdisciplinary atmosphere created and maintained at institutes for advanced study (or other similar institutions). The commitment to promoting cooperation across traditional academic boundaries can, however, be seen as an attempt to avoid narrow-mindedness of all kinds. Scholars coming from very different fields can work together in order to better understand human life and culture-in all the areas 6 The purpose of this paper is not to examine the history or character of institutes for advanced study. See, for example, Arntzenius (2008) , , and especially Wittrock (2002) . 7 The pragmatist tradition may in fact offer interesting resources for dealing with the challenges of interdisciplinarity, as I try to show in Pihlström (Ed.) . (2011), chapter 16. The pragmatists-John Dewey, in particular-are famous for criticizing philosophical dichotomies that hinder rather than promote inquiry. In some cases, disciplinary boundaries may amount to such inquiry-impeding structures that need to be deconstructed. But this should never be done without adequate reflection and, in particular, pragmatic reconstruction. Certainly interdisciplinarity, from the pragmatist perspective, cannot just tear down all disciplinary boundaries. The traditional disciplines have emerged for certain reasons, not arbitrarily, and while they may be criticized, this must be done carefully.
of research represented by the institute, such as the Helsinki Collegium-and they should be open-minded enough to realize that individual researchers can interpret this pursuit of interdisciplinarity in a variety of different ways in their own work.
Finally, it is a special challenge to consider how interdisciplinary academic publishing ought to be promoted and evaluated, given the situation in academic publishing-such as the prevalence of rankings-briefly discussed above. Typically, strongly interdisciplinary journals tend to get lower rankings than leading journals of well-established disciplines. This is partly because they are new in comparison to the latter. However, the same is also true about highly specialized and focused journals dealing with some particular sub-field or tradition. This should also be taken into account when it is considered how rankings such as the Finnish Publication Forum are actually used. The relatively low rankings may be a problem for emerging interdisciplinary journals-especially open access journals-but on the other hand the excessive focus on rankings may itself be a problem that needs to be dealt with by developing academic publishing, and its possibly interdisciplinary character, in its own terms under the conditions of full academic freedom.
